This study investigated the production of discourse markers by non-native speakers of English and their occurrences in their spoken English by comparing them with those used in native speakers' spoken discourse. Because discourse markers (DMs) are significant items in spoken discourse of native speakers, a study about the use of DMs by nonnative speakers is necessary and guiding. Thus, the study was based on two specific corpora. First, a research corpus was composed using the transcriptions of the course presentations of twenty non-native undergraduate students studying at an English Language Teaching (ELT) program in Turkey. To compare the data, transcripts of student presentations of native speakers were attained with the help of MICASE Corpus. The occurrences of the discourse markers in both corpora were determined with frequency analysis. The results indicated that non-native speakers of English use a limited number and less variety of discourse markers in their spoken English. The study therefore highlights the importance of the need for raising non-native speakers' awareness of using discourse markers in their spoken English, and recommends implications for English language teaching.
Introduction
There are certain invisible rules that govern interactions and are applied by native speakers without noticing (Crozet, 2003) . Native speakers of English apply these invisible rules without noticing what kind of elements they should or should not include to their discourse. Particularly, in spoken discourse, native speakers naturally use certain units of talk. Discourse markers (DMs) are among these units of talk uttered by the speakers to make their speech more understandable and rich. Crystal (1988) states that DMs serve as the "oil which helps us perform the complex task of spontaneous speech production and interaction smoothly and efficiently" (p. 48). Therefore, they are also significant in teaching English as a Foreign Language.
According to the recent analyses of corpora of spoken interaction, discourse markers are among the top ten word forms (Allwood, 1996 cited in Fung & Carter, 2007 . Thus, there have been numerous studies about discourse markers in English (Svartvik, 1980; Östman, 1981; Schiffrin, 1986; Aijmer, 1987; Schourup, 1985; Erman, 1987) . Moreover, the studies of discourse markers in other languages have also been conducted by many authors (Bazzanella, 1990; Gupta, 1995; Chen & He, 2001) . However, the studies about the use of discourse markers in English by second or foreign language speakers are limited. Hays (1992) , Trillo (2002) , Müller (2004) and Fung and Carter (2007) are notable authors within this field of investigation who searched the use of discourse markers by different groups who speak another language as their first language.
Due to the significance of discourse markers in spoken discourse of native speakers of English, there is a necessity to investigate these specific discourse items in spoken discourse of non-native speakers of English as well. Thus, this study is significant in order to identify the discourse markers of Turkish non-native speakers so as to provide essential implications for teaching these units of talk to English as a foreign language (EFL) learner.
Discourse Markers
Over the last twenty years, the interest towards discourse markers has increased considerably. Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik (1985) emphasise the interactional effect of these words and their importance in developing an ongoing and intimate relationship with people by explaining that phrases such as well, y'know, really are 'sharing devices' and 'intimacy signals' in everyday conversation. Moreover, Schiffrin (1987) proposed that discourse markers could be looked from a "more theoretical level as members of a functional class of verbal (and non-verbal) devices which provide contextual coordinates for ongoing talk" (p. 41), and pointed out an operational definition by describing "discourse markers as sequentially dependent elements which bracket units of talk" (p. 31). Significantly, discourse markers are seen as "a class of lexical expressions drawn primarily from the syntactic classes of conjunctions, adverbs, and prepositional phrases" (Fraser, 1999, p. 931) by signalling a relationship between the previous utterance and the following one. Moreover, Aijmer (2002) points out that they should be studied pragmatically rather than only grammatically as they are "a class of words with unique formal, functional and pragmatic properties" (p. 2).
There are certain characteristics of discourse markers which are connectivity, multifunctionality, optionality, non-truth conditionality, weak clause association, initiality, orality and multi-categoriality (Schourup, 1999) . Connectivity is one of the basic characteristic of DMs as DMs are used to establish a relationship between the current utterance and the previous one. Moreover, DMs are used to fulfil several functions, which make them multi-functional and also multi-categorial. For instance, well may function as a hesitation device, denoting thinking process or opening and closing of topics (Fung & Carter, 2007) . Another characteristic of DMs is their syntactic and semantic optionality. That is, their removal from the utterance does not change the grammaticality of it. However, this does not mean that they should not be considered as unnecessary elements, they are used to reinforce the statements. Non-truth conditionality is another feature of DMs, which refers that DMs do not contribute anything to truth-conditions of the proposition expressed semantically by an utterance. Furthermore, DMs have weak clause association as they can be treated out of the syntactic structure or not a strong component within sentential structure. Similarly, when analysed syntactically, DMs take place generally in initial positions. In addition, according to Louwerse and Mitchell (2003) , DMs occur more often in spoken rather than written discourse, which makes the characteristic of orality significant.
Discourse Markers and Language Learners
Previous studies on DMs and their functions in the past focused on the issue of how the use of DMs contributes to the pragmatic and communicative competence of speakers or the pedagogical significance of DMs in language teaching (see, e.g. Svartvik, 1980; Östman, 1981; Schiffrin, 1986; Aijmer, 1987) . Moreover, in recent years, the number of studies focusing on DMs uttered by not only native speakers but also non-native speakers of English has also been increasing. Lam (2009) points out that DMs are crucial for learners to communicate successfully at the pragmatic level of interaction. In other words, DMs may help non-native learners of English gain nativeness in the spoken or written discourse of a foreign language. This feeling of nativeness will help learners feel comfortable while learning a foreign language. With the help of DMs in spoken discourse, the naturalness of talk can be attained and similarly in written discourse, the text gains a higher level of coherence (Halliday & Hasan, 1976) .
By discussing DMs in terms of 'pragmatic fossilization' which is 'the phenomenon by which a non-native speaker systematically uses certain forms inappropriately at the pragmatic level of communication' (p. 770), Trillo's (2002) study analyses the development of certain DMs (listen, well and you know) in spoken discourse of Spanish non-native speakers of English by comparing them with the use of native speakers. This study displays that in terms of quantity and diversity, non-native adults' usage of DMs is more limited than that of native children and there are some pragmatic failures committed by non-native speakers. The main reasons for these failures are listed as the non-natural teaching environment and inadequate pragmatic resources in the learning process. Hellermann and Vergun (2007) has studied on 17 beginning adult learners of English who has no previous formal English language instruction to find out the frequency of use and certain functions which are not explicitly taught. They emphasize that "many language learners have 'grammatical' language as the primary goal of their language learning experiences" (p. 158). However, this 'grammatical' target proficiency is often defined as what native speakers of the language consider accurate usage of syntax, phonology, morphology, and semantics so that the propositional content of an utterance is made clear. Thus, as DMs are words or phrases that function within the linguistic system to establish relationships between topics or grammatical units in discourse, the learners will have a better proficiency. Müller (2004 Müller ( , 2005 analysed the use of DMs by German EFL speakers as compared to its use by American native speakers in detail both quantitatively and qualitatively. The results show that non-native data consists different types of pragmatic functions when compared with the ones of native speakers. This study also www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 6, No. 12; 2013 acknowledges that if language learners are capable of using DMs effectively and adequately in spoken discourse, their utterances will be much more understandable for the hearer or the listener.
Recently, Fung and Carter (2007) have also focused on the production of discourse markers in pedagogic settings by using data of Hong Kong learners of English and British native speakers. Their study also displays that non-native speakers tend to use less frequently the kind of DMs British speakers usually use and the diversity of functions in non-native corpus is limited. Thus, Fung and Carter (2007) propose that language learners should learn discourse markers "in order to facilitate more successful overall language use and at the very least for reception purposes" (p. 434).
Research Questions
Although the number of the studies on DMs of non-native speakers of English has increased recently, there is still need for further research of these pragmatic items in spoken discourse of non-native speakers of English from different L1 background by comparing them with the ones of native speakers. The current study, therefore, will provide a corpus-driven investigation of DMs in terms of cross-cultural research so that specific pedagogical implications can be offered for EFL learners. To this aim, the following research questions have been formulated: 1) Which DMs are used by Turkish non-native speakers of English in spoken discourse?
2) What is the frequency level of the DMs used by Turkish non-native speakers of English in spoken discourse?
3) Are there any differences between the DMs used by Turkish non-native speakers and native speakers of English in spoken discourse?
Method
To reach the objectives of the study, the data were collected from two specific corpora: a research corpus constituted particularly for the current study for non-native data and a sub-corpus from the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (hereafter, MICASE) for native data. MICASE is the outcome of a research conducted by the English Language Institute (ELI) at the University of Michigan, and was taken as a standard for comparison with the corpus gleaned in the current study to be used as baseline data for the interpretation of the non-native language production. In terms of comparability of the two dataset, specific criteria have been set within the current study such as discourse context, discourse mode, number of students, course type and language context, which are all explained in the following sections.
Non-Native Data in the Turkish EFL Context

Participants
The participants of the research corpus are 20 senior undergraduate students who were studying in the Department of English Language Teaching (ELT), a pre-service teacher education program at a large state-run university, Gazi University, in Ankara, Turkey. The ELT program at this university is one of the leading and populous departments within the field in Turkey with more than 1,250 undergraduate and nearly 40 graduate students. Instruction on the ELT program is conducted in the medium of English.
Transcription
The data were collected along with the presentations done by the participants about the certain topics assigned to them by the instructor of two different courses of the fourth grade curriculum of 2010-2011 Academic Year Spring Semester. These courses are specifically optional courses named as "Sociolinguistics and Language Teaching" and "Pragmatics and Language Teaching."
For the purpose of collecting the data within spoken discourse of non-native speakers of English, the student presentations of Turkish undergraduate students were first audio-recorded and then saved as sound files on a computer. The recordings were selected according to their audio-quality and representation of the items searched.
Because the research corpus is constituted by taking MICASE as the basis for the study, the transcription process was conducted in a similar way and manner with MICASE. The transcription of the research corpus was done according to MICASE orthographic transcription conventions and mark-up system (see in Appendix) which are organized to allow for ease of readability, while including enough details to ensure adequate comprehension from the text of the transcript alone. The selected recordings were transcribed by using the conventions stated above and directly into a computer file using a computer program that was originally developed for the MICASE Project, called Sound Scriber. During transcription, speech errors made by the participants were not corrected and were transcribed as how they had actually occurred. Transcripts of the student presentations provide a context that involves EFL students' use of foreign language in a range of certain abilities such as conveying and exchanging information in an academic setting. In this respect, this context may also offer several ways for using DMs in their spoken discourse for different functions such as "cognitive, structural, referential and interpersonal functions" (Fung & Carter, 2007, p. 418) . Moreover, student presentations were chosen as the academic speech that can be transcribed more effectively and properly and analysed as the samples of spoken discourse both of native and non-native speakers of English.
In order to develop the small-scale research corpus of non-native speakers of English, thirty presentations were recorded. All of the presentations were listened and a selected fragment of totally 315 minutes by twenty speakers was taken as the main focus for analysis and interpretation as it constitutes the most representative and richest section in terms of oral interaction among the participants. Thus the research corpus consists of students presenting their assigned topic and their interaction with their class-mates during the presentation. Moreover, the research corpus contains data totalling 34,420 words.
The research accepts that the research corpus containing Turkish non-native speakers' data is to be treated as suggestive rather than conclusive about Turkish language learner use. When compared to MICASE which is a large, systematically collected corpus, the research corpus is rather a small-scale one. However, the research corpus is mainly treated as to identify DMs and their occurrences in spoken discourse of Turkish non-native speakers of English while native data provides a kind of comparison criteria about how native speakers approach DMs in their spoken discourse.
Native Data
Native data was attained from a sub-corpus of Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken English (MICASE). The MICASE Corpus is a spoken language corpus which is available on-line by consisting of approximately 1.8 million words (nearly 200 hours of academic speech) including contemporary university speech within the microcosm of University of Michigan, Michigan, USA. Within the corpus, there are 152 speech events available; small and large lectures (62), public interdisciplinary or departmental colloquia (13), discussion sections (9), student presentations (11), seminars (8), undergraduate lab sessions (8), lab group and other meetings (6), one-on-one tutorials (3), office hours (8), advising consultations (5), dissertation defences (4), study groups (8), interviews (3), campus/museum tours (2), and service encounters (2).
For comparability of the two specific corpora, in MICASE, "student presentations" of native speakers of English who are senior-undergraduates were chosen as they would better serve for the objective of the study. Moreover, the permission for using these transcripts of MICASE was taken from its authors. Transcripts selected for the study include 19 students as speakers presenting a specific topic consecutively. The presentations given by the students in the fields of social sciences, education and humanities were chosen in order to have a comparable context in transcripts with the research corpus. Similarly, the native data consists of students' spoken discourse while presenting their topic and classroom interaction. Moreover, total duration of the selected fragment is 300 minutes with total words counted as 41,173.
Data Analysis
The research is a corpus-based study through mainly quantitative analysis which was conducted by the use of descriptive statistics to display the occurrences and distribution of DMs in the discourse through lexical size and frequency counts. However, in order to support the analysis of the research, instances of DMs are also examined for providing concrete examples. There were several procedural steps performed within the quantitative analysis of the research. First, all transcripts were analysed in detail regarding which words or phrases were qualified as DMs. During this part of analysis, the functions of DMs proposed by Schiffrin (1987) , Brinton (1996 ), Fraser (1999 , Müller (2005) and Fung and Carter (2007) were taken as the basis to search for DMs. Thus, some instances of the discourse item to be examinedwere excluded from the research. For example, well is an item which should be treated carefully during analysis. Well is itemized when it is used to fulfil the function of denoting thinking process, as a hesitation marker or used to open and close the topics. However, in cases when well collocates with "very" as an adverb qualifying an adjective, it cannot be identified as DM as it does not fulfil any DM function. For example, in the following extract well is used as an adverb qualifying an adjective rather a sentence so these kinds of instances were excluded. Vol. 6, No. 12; 2013 A similar analysis was then conducted for each instance of the DMs in the transcripts, and the list of DMs was composed. Then, in order to display and process results of a corpus of language in an effective way and reach to the analysis for descriptive statistics, a concordance program, AntConc was used. Thus, with the help of AntConc, each DM was displayed within the concordance lines through which each one of the instances in which DMs occur was analysed. It should be emphasized at this point that the significance of this research is that all the items that serve the function of a DM were identified. In other words, not only a limited number of DMs identified a priori were analysed within the corpus. Afterall, a comparative analysis was done for the purpose of displaying the contrastive frequency.
Results
Descriptive Analysis
Forthe quantitative analysis of the research, the word counts of each transcript were used to display the frequency of the items identified in transcripts. DMs are displayed in the tables for every 100 words in the corpus. Analysis of the data has been conducted upon the frequency of DMs in total word count in each corpus. The occurrences and frequencies of the DMs identified in MICASE and the research corpus are presented throughout the tables (See Table 1 and 2).
Total word count of transcripts within the research corpus is 34,420, which was taken as the basis for calculating the frequency of each DM. Within 34,420 words uttered by non-native speakers, 79 different DMs were determined. However, the number of occurrences of each DM differs particularly. Moreover, total number of occurrences of all DMs is 3,839 which compose 11.15 % of the total word count. The results of the analysis in MICASE Corpus were obtained by following a similar process with the one conducted in displaying the results of the analysis in the research corpus in order to arrange tools for a comparative analysis (see Table 2 ). In particular, the number of total words uttered by the native speakers of 
Comparative Analysis
As an overall evaluation (see Table 3 ), there were 3,839 occurrences of DMs identified in the research corpus, which consists of 34,420 words. On the other hand, within 41,173 words, there were 8,837 occurrences of DMs identified in MICASE. These results indicate that the frequency of DMs in the research corpus, 11.15 %, is lower than the one in MICASE with 21.46 %. For the purpose of analysing the DMs particularly in each corpus, the median was used. The median is the numerical value separating the higher half of a sample from the lower half, and is preferred to use to differentiate more frequent items from less frequent items in each particular corpus. Thus, medians of both corpora were determined and a comparative analysis was conducted within more frequent items of each corpus. Since some of the DMs had just one occurrence within the corpora, they have no contribution to the frequency analysis. Therefore, these items were excluded within the lists to be used to find median in each corpus. In accordance with the results of the median, the items that are more frequent in both corpora and their frequencies are presented in Table 4 . Vol. 6, No. 12; 2013 The more frequent items in each corpus are matched, and the result indicates that there are 22 items identified as the same in each corpus. However, their frequencies in each particular corpus indicate discrepancies. Table 3 also presents the representation of DMs in the research corpus when compared with MICASE. In other words, it indicates whether the DMs of non-native speakers of English are used more frequently or less frequently by comparing with the same DMs used by native speakers of English.
As a consequence, 18 DMs (for instance and, umm, you know, okay, just, actually etc.) out of 22 are used more frequently by native speakers of English while only three DMs (uhh, let's… and yes) are used more frequently by non-native speakers. Besides, as is the only one which has the same frequency in both corpus.
Moreover, the other DMs in the lists should be taken into account as they also reflect significant discrepancies. For example, the DMs in MICASE such as kind of /kinda, right, I think, basically, well, cuz, even, only, maybe, oh, alright, pretty, I guess, probably, later, definitely, 
Discussion
Through the quantitative analysis, the research reaches its objectives which are identifying the DMs and their frequencies in the Turkish non-native speakers of English and native speakers' spoken corpus and then conducting a comparative analysis through the results. Thus, the findings are analysed to make certain comments about the DMs used by both non-native speakers and native speakers of English.
As an overall evaluation of the occurrences of the DMs between the two groups of speakers, the findings of the study show that native speakers use DMs more frequently than non-native speakers in terms of occurrences within the total word count of the transcripts and also native speakers use much more different DMs with several functions, that is, their spoken discourse has a variety of DMs. This overall finding is similar to the outcomes of the previous studies by Weinert (1998) , Trillo (2002) and Hellerman and Vergun (2007) .
However, it cannot be stated that non-native speakers within the study have used DMs in limited number. In fact, it can be argued that there is a tendencyof non-native speakers to use DMs in their presentations. This result also supports the previous studies on the DMs by Hays (1992) , Lee (1999) and Hellermann&Vergun (2007) , who claim that students with a higher proficiency in the learned language are more likely to use DMs. Although the participants of the current research corpus are not acculturated to the foreign language environment, they are upper level students of English and their use of DMs is significant, which supports Hellerman and Vergun's (2007) statement that students of higher proficiency levels use more focal DMs. Tendency of using discourse markers in spoken discourse should be supported to make Turkish non-native speakers fluent in their spoken discourse.
Moreover, it can be noted that the most frequent DMs used by native speakers of English such as and, like, so, but, just, then, okay, you know, really, yeah, I meanexist in the table of the most recurrent items used by Turkish non-native speakers. However, when compared with native speakers, these tokens are less frequently used by non-native speakers. Moreover, particular DMs such as kind of/kinda, right, i think, basically, well and cuzdo not take place in the more frequent items of non-native speakers although they are considerably used by native speakers. These DMs are significant in spoken discourse of native speakers. However, the results may suggest that Turkish non-native speakers of English have not been exposed to these pragmatic items while learning English as a foreign language through instructional materials or their language teachers.
One of the fundamental points to be discussed is that the most frequent item of Turkish non-native speakers is uhh. In particular, it represents 4.07 percent of the whole corpus. This frequency is considerably significant when compared to the frequencies of other DMs in the research corpus. Moreover, Turkish non-native speakers of English use uhh for several purposes such as hesitation, denoting thinking process, searching for the right word and fillers such as in the following extract:
And she is risky, the message is not sense correctly uhh the indirectness uhh doesn't work. uhh and this is uhh causative because the girl uhh is not mature enough to process…and this is the example from the book. uhh you can follow uhh on your book. (Research Corpus) Therefore, it can be concluded that uhh is a 'savior' for Turkish non-native speakers and instead of using any kind of DMs they utter uhh most of the time. The reasons behind overusing uhh might be that non-native speakers feel insecure of expression in the target language or they are using it during thinking process as a filler. Thus, this result clearly supports the argument of the research and also the main reason of overusing and www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 6, No. 12; 2013 fossilization of uhh is that Turkish non-native speakers are not aware of and competent in using particular DMs for particular contexts and with several functions. Therefore, there is a need to learn more types of DMs and their functions. For example, in the example above, instead of using uhh most of the time, Turkish non-native speakers may prefer specific functional DMs according to the context such as you know for sharing knowledge, I mean for reformulation orself-correction and actually for indicating attitudes. This kind of use of the DMs in their utterances will be helpful for language learners to feel more secure in their explanations and to be more competent in the foreign language.
Another significant observation is the use of yes and yeah by the speakers. Yes, formal form of yeah, is one of the few DMs that is more frequent in non-native corpus. On the other hand, yeah is a more frequent item used by native speakers of English such as in the following extract: Similarly, non-native speakers use because for referential purposes while native speakers again use both because and cuz. However, non-native speakers do not use cuz at any instances, but cuz functions in a more overtly discourse-marking role in spoken discourse rather than because as it serves continuation of topics as well as causal relationships between utterances.
um that I could get thrown into that classroom, um... and... 
i don't know i was kinda, it kinda intimidates me cuzi don't know what i would do, you know if i was in her place, um cuz i don't know karate. <SS: LAUGH>i asked myself you know why i'm so scared of this classroom, um. (MICASE)
Furthermore, the findings show that non-native speakers have used well with a very limited frequency (% 0.01) while native speakers have used more frequently (% 0.20) for several purposes. Well is the most frequently analysed DM by different authors (e.g. Cuenca, 2008; Blakemore, 2002; Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, 2003) due to its significance in spoken discourse by being fully pragmatic in terms of structural, cognitive and interpersonal functions. The extract below illustrates only two instances of well those functions as opening new topic or topic shifting in native corpus. However, in research corpus, it has been noted that non-native speakers do not tend to use this particular DM in their spoken discourse. The reason may be that they do not have necessary knowledge about how well may function while speaking English.
S4: um well thank you for being present for our presentation and um, um ourproject is about, is a combination of cross-sectional, studies and pragmatics, and well through this class we all know that there are, (MICASE)
To summarize, the findings display that DMs are not totally excluded in the non-native data but they are used less frequently. That is, Turkish non-native speakers tend to less frequently use the kind of DMs that native speakers use mainly for interpersonal and cognitive purposes such as I mean, you know, like, etc. Turkish non-native speakers prefer to use more textual and structural DMs in their spoken discourse such as and, so, but, which may be due to their transfer of knowledge of coordinates from their written discourse or lack of awareness about the range of possibilities of these items. Therefore, the variety and the range of DMs used by Turkish non-native speakers are limited in and confined to particular items, and thus there is an overreliance on certain DMs which may lead to pragmatic fossilization. This outcome is also in parallel with Qun's (2009) study, which highlights overused and fossilized items avoid the use of other types of DMs.
Conclusion
This study aimed at identifying the DMs used by Turkish non-native speakers of English through a corpus-based analysis. The findings of the study suggest that in language teaching environment, knowledge of DMs can be made more significant in terms of variety and their functions in spoken discourse, in correspondence with Trillo (2002) , Müller (2005) and Fung and Carter (2007) . Limited use of DMs in spoken discourse reflects the unnatural context that EFL speakers are exposed to. DMs are one of the significant items which help language www.ccsenet.org/elt English Language Teaching Vol. 6, No. 12; 2013 learners use language in culturally, socially and situationally appropriate to maintain cohesion and effectiveness in their discourse and interpersonal interaction (Wierzbicka, 1991) . Lack of or misused DMs in spoken discourse may make the utterances of non-native speakers vague, misunderstood, incoherent and inappropriate.
Because the study displays that Turkish non-native speakers of English are not using DMs effectively and in sufficient variety in their spoken discourse, their awareness should be raised towards the variety and functions of DMs. DMs can be taught by both explicit and implicit teaching (Rose & Kasper, 2001; McCarthy & Carter, 1998) . In particular, integration of several activities like language observation, problem-solving, and cross-language comparisons (Fung & Carter, 2007) and language samples from daily conversations of native speakers (Hellermann and Vergun, 2007) can be suggested to increase language learners' awareness towards the variety and the use of DMs. Moreover, use of DMs by non-native teachers in classroom interaction and encouraging students to use DMs in interactions may also help.
Finally, further research can be conducted in this area. Informed sessions about the use of DMs in language classrooms can be done to observe the progress in functional use of DMs by language learners, or use of DMs in different discourse contexts can be searched as well. Additionally, use of DMs by non-native speakers with different origins might contribute to comparative analysis among different groups of non-native speakers of English and might be significant in the field of intercultural pragmatics.
Pauses of 4 seconds or longer are timed to the nearest second. <P: 05>
Comma indicates a brief (1-2 second) mid-utterance pause with non-phrase-final intonation contour. , Period indicates a brief pause accompanied by an utterance final (falling) intonation contour; not used in a syntactic sense to indicate complete sentences.
. Ellipses indicate a pause of 2-3 seconds … This tag encloses speech that is spoken simultaneously, either at the ends and beginnings of turns, or as interruptions or backchannel cues in the middle of one speaker's turn. All overlaps are approximate and shown to the nearest word; a word is generally not split by an overlap tag.
Text of overlapping speech is in blue.
Backchannel cues from a speaker who doesn't hold the floor and unsuccessful attempts to take the floor are embedded within the current speaker's turn, and not shown as a separate line/paragraph.
[S3: Text of embedded speech is in orange and surrounded by orange square brackets.]
Backchannel cues or unsuccessful interruptions that overlap with the main speaker's speech.
[S3: Text of embedded speech that is overlapped is in blue and surrounded by orange speaker ID and square brackets.] All laughter is marked. Speaker ID not marked if current speaker laughs.
<LAUGH>, <S8 LAUGH>, <SS LAUGH>, etc.
Various contextual (non-speech) events are noted, usually only when they affect comprehension of the surrounding discourse.
<WRITING ON BOARD>
Used when part of an utterance is read verbatim. <READING>xxx</READING> Used for non-English words or phrases. Italics e.g.: the mother says c'est quoi? and Annika says to parceque eh and then,… Used when an unexpected pronunciation is used that would affect comprehension of the surrounding discourse. Dialect or other phonological variations are generally not represented.
Pronunciation guide follows the word e.g.: …they asked the librarian for pictures of old Celtic <PRON: /seltik/> uniforms the basketball team, and it turns out that the project was he was supposed to find Celtic <PRON: /keltik/> costumes. Used when a speaker makes a mistake without self-correcting, and the error might otherwise appear to be a transcribing error.
(Sic) follows the word. e.g.: despite the fact that that was the era of Women's Liberation like I say on the cover of Newsweek, and Gloria Steinman (sic) and uh Betty Friedan… Two x's in parentheses indicate one or more words that are completely unintelligible. Words surrounded by parentheses indicate the transcription is uncertain. I don't (xx) whole (xx) analysis it just struck me… lemme not write it that way (lest it be confused) with C syntax…
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